Academic Senate - Agenda, 5/1/2012 by Academic Senate,
11r , cLPOLf 

Academic Senate 
CAUFORNIAPOLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY 
San Luis Obispo, California 93407 
ACADEMIC SENATE 
805.756.1258 
MEETING OF THE A CADEMIC S ENATE 
Tuesday, May 1 2012 
UU220, 3:10 to 5:00pm 
I. M inutes: none. 
II. Communication(s) and Announcement(s): 
ill. Consent A2enda: 
ITEMS TO BE CONSIDERED BY ACADEMIC SENATE 
Program Name or 
Course Number, Title 
ASCC recommendation{ 
Other 
Academic 
Senate (AS) 
Provost Term 
Effective 
GRC 204 Introduction to 
Contemporary Print 
Management and 
Manufacturing (4), 4 
lectures 
(existing course proposed 
to be offered in online 
mode) 
Reviewed 3/8/12. additional 
information requested from the 
department; recommended for 
approval 3/29/12 
Placed on 
5/1/12 consent 
agenda 
Summer 
2012 
SPAN 307 Spanish and 
Latin American Film (4), 3 
lectures/1 activity, GE C4 
Reviewed 3/8/12, additional 
information requested from the 
department; recommended for 
approval 3/29/12 
Placed on 
5/1/12 consent 
agenda 
Summer 
2012 
IV. 	 Business ltem(s) : 
A. 	 Resolution on Shared Governance: Ken Brown, representative for Faculty 
Affairs Committee, second reading (pp. 2-9). [See attached e-copy of"Shared 
Governance Reconsidered." This is background material for the resolution. 
Before printing, please note it is 52 pages. A copy does not need to be brought to 
the meeting] . 
B. 	 Resolution on For Profit Course Material Sites: Academic Senate Executive 
Committee, second reading (pp. 1 0-12). 
V. 	 Regular Reports : 
A. 	 Academic Senate Chair: 
B. 	 President's Office: 
C. 	 Provost: 
D. 	 Vice President for Student Affairs: 
E. 	 Statewide Senate: 
F. 	 CFA: 
G. 	 ASI: 
VI. 	 Special R eports: 
r4 :45 TIME CERTAIN] F ranz Kurfess, chair ofthe Research and Professional 
Development Committee: research with human subjects (Feedback on Human Subjects in 
Research Policy at Cal Poly SLO, pp. 13-16; Spring 2011 Human Subjects in Research 
Survey-Summary ofResults, pp. 17-28; Report on Human Subjects Proposal Reviews, pp. 
29-31; Comparison Institution JRB Policy, pp. 32-33). 
VII. 	 Adjournment : 
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Adopted: 
ACADEMIC SENATE 
of 
CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY 
San Luis Obispo, CA 
AS­ -12 
RESOLUTION ON SHARED GOVERNANCE 
I WHEREAS, One of the key tenets ofquality higher education is shared governance in which 
2 responsibility for the running of the university is shared by faculty, staff, students, 
3 administrators, and trustees; and 
4 
5 WHEREAS, The American Association ofUniversity Professors (AAUP) "Statement on Governance 
6 ofColleges and Universities" 1990 and Academic Senate Californja State University 
7 (ASCSU) "Shared Governance Reconsidered: Improving Decision-Making in the 
8 California State University" 2001 characterize the best practices of shared governance; 
9 and 
10 
11 WHEREAS. Cal Poly has a long history ofparticipation in respectful, collaborative practices of shared 
12 governance; and 
13 
14 WHEREAS. Our new President, Provost, along with various other new higher administrators and 
15 Deans newly or soon to be hired may be unfamiliar with the implementation ofshared 
16 governance at Cal Poly, and 
17 
18 WHEREAS, The faculty, for their own sake, also have an interest in explicitly articulating what shared 
19 governance means at Cal Poly; therefore be it 
20 
21 RESOLVED: The faculty affmn its primary responsibility for such fundamental areas as curriculum, 
22 subject matter and methods of instruction, research, faculty status, and student 
23 educational processes; and be it further 
24 
25 RESOLVED: On matters wherein faculty bas primary responsibility, decisions of trustees and the 
26 President should concur with faculty judgment except in rare circumstances, and for 
27 reasons clearly communicated to the faculty, and with the full input from and 
28 consultation with the faculty; and be it further 
29 
30 RESOLVED: The faculty should, following such communication, have opportunity for further 
31 consideration and further transmittal of its views to the trustees or president; and be it 
32 further 
33 
34 RESOLVED: The faculty should strive to apply the model of shared governance detailed in Appendix 
35 C of the ASCSU report in The Constitution ofthe Faculty and the Bylaws OfThe 
36 Academic Senate; and be it further 
37 
38 RESOLVED: The Academic Senate propose to revise amend the preamble to the Constitution of the 
39 Faculty to include shared governance in the defmition of the functions of the Academic 
40 Senate as follows: 
41 
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42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
We, the faculty of California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo, in 
order to meet our academic responsibilities, hereby establish this Constitution of 
the Faculty for our governance. The responsibilities of the faculty, the powers 
necessary to fulfill those responsibilities, and the collegial form of shared 
governance are based on historic academic traditions that have been recognized 
by the people of the State ofCalifornia through their legislature. 
Proposed by: 
Date: 
Revised: 
Revised: 
Academic Senate Faculty Affairs Committee 
March 13, 2012 
March 20,2012 
March 30, 2012 
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Statement on Government 
of Colleges and Universities 
The statement that follows is directed to governing board members, administrators, faculty members, 
students, and other persons in the belief that the colleges and universities of the United States have 
reached a stage calling for appropriately shared responsibility and cooperative action among the compo­
nents of the academic institution. "rhe statement is intended to foster constructive joint thought and 
action, both within the institutional structure and in protection of its integrity against improper intru­
sions. 
It is not intended that the statement serve as a blueprint for governance on a specific campus or as 
a manual for the regulation ofcontroversy among the components ofan academic institution, although 
it is to be hoped that the principles asserted will lead to the correction of existing weaknesses and assist 
in the establishment ofsound structures and procedures. The statement does not attempt to cove1· rela­
tions with those outside agencies that increasingly are contro/Ting the resources and influencing the pat­
terns of education in our institutions ofhigher learning: for example, the Urtited States government, 
state legislatures, state commissions, interstate associations or compacts, and other interinstitutional 
arrangements. However, it is hoped that the statement will be helpful to these agencies in their consid­
eration ofeducational matters. 
Students are referred to in this statement as an institutional component coordinate in importance 
with trustees, administrators, and faculty. There is, however, no main sectior.1 on students. The omis­
sion has two causes: (1) the changes now occurring in the status of American-students have plainly out­
distanced the analysis by tile educational community, and an attempt to define the situation without 
thorough study might prove unfair to student interests, and (2) students do not in fact at present have 
a siguificant voice in the government of colleges and universities; it would be unseemly to obst:ure, by+ +
superficial equality of length ofstatement, what may be a serious lag entitled to separate and full COit­
frontation. The concern for student status felt by the organizations issuing this statement is embodied 
in a note, "On Student Status," intended to stimulate the educational community to turn its attenfion 
to an important need. 
This statement was jointly formulated by the American Association of University Professors, the 
American Council on Education (ACE), and the Association of Governing Boards of Universities and 
Colleges (AGB). In October 1966, the board ofdirectors ofthe ACE took action by which its council "rec­
ognizes the statement as a significant stepforward in the clarification of the respective roles of governing 
boards, faculties, and administrations," and "commends it to the institutions which are members of the 
Council." The Council of the AAUP adopted the statement in October 1966, and the Fifty-third Annual 
Meeting endorsed it in Apri/1967. fn November 1966, the executive committee of the AGB took action 
by which that organization also "recognizes the statement as a significant step forward in the clw-ijication 
ofthe respective roles ofgoverning boards,faculties, and administrations," and "commends it to the gov­
erning boards which are members ofthe Association." (in Apri/1990, the Council of the AAUP adopted 
several changes in language in order to remove gender-specific references from the original text.) 
1. Introduction 
This statement is a call to mutual unde1·standing regarding the governmen t of colleges and uni­
versities. Understanding, based on community of interest and producing joint effort, is essen­
tial for at least three reasons. First, the academic institution, public or private, often has become 
less autonomous; buildings, research, and student tuition are supported by funds over which 
the college or university exercises a diminishing control. Legislative and executive govern­
mental authorities, at all levels, play a part in the making of important decisions in academic 
policy. If these voices and forces are to be successfully heard and integrated, the academk insti­
tution must be in a position to meet them with its own generally unified view. Second, regard 
135 
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for the welfare of the institution remains important despite the mobility and interchange of 
scholars. third, a college or university in which all the components are aware of their interde­
pendence, of the usefulness of communication among themselves, and of the force of joint 
action will enjoy increased capacity to solve educational problems. 
2. The Academic Institution: Joint Effort 
a. 	 Preliminary Considerations. The variety and complexity of the tasks performed by institu­

tions of higher education produce an inescapable interdependence among governing 

board, administration, faculty, students, and others. The relationship calls for adequate 

communication among these components, and full opportunity for appropriate joint 

planning and effort. 

Joint effort in an academic institution will take a variety of forms appropriate to the 

kinds of situations encountered. In some instances, an initial exploration or recommen­

dation will be made by the president with consideration by the faculty at a later stage; in 

other instances, a first and essentially definitive recommendation will be made by the fac­

ulty, subject to the endorsement of the president and the governing board. In still others, 

a substantive contribution can be made when student leaders arc responsibly involved in 

the process. Although the variety of such approaches may be wide, at least two general 

conclusions regarding joint effort seem clearly warranted: (1) important areas of action 

involve at one time or another the initiating capacity and decision-making participation 

of all the institutional components, and (2) differences in the weight of each voice, from 

one point to the next, should be determined by reference to the responsibility of each 

component for the particular matter at hand, as developed hereinafter. 

b. 	Determination of General Educational Policy. The general educational policy, i.e., the objec­
tives of an institution and the nature, range, and pace of its efforts, is shaped by the insti­
tutional charter or by law, by tradition and historical development, by the present needs 
of the community of the institution, and by the professional a~pirations and standards of 
those directly involved in its work. Every board will wish to go beyond its formal trustee 
obligation to conserve the accomplishment of the past and to engage seriously with the -+ 
future; every faculty will seek to conduct an operation worthy of scholarly standards of 
learning; every administrative officer will strive to meet his or her charge and to attain 
the goals of the institution. The interests of all are coordinate and related, and unilateral 
pffort can lead to confusion or conflict. Essential to a solution is a reasonably explicit 
statement on general educational policy. Operating responsibility and authority, and pro­
cedures for continuing review, should be clearly defined in official regulations. 
When an educational goal has been established, it becomes the responsibility primar­

ily of the faculty to determine the appropriate curriculum and procedures of student 

instruction. 

Special considerations may require particular accommodations: (1) a publicly support­

ed institution may be regulated by statutory provisions, and (2) a church-controlled insti­

tution may be limited by its charter or bylaws. When such external requirements influence 

course content and the manner of instruction or research, they impair the educational effec­

tiveness of the institution. 

Such matters as major changes in the size or composition of the student body and the 

relative emphasis to be given to the various clements of the educational and research pro­

gram should involve participation of governing board, administration, and faculty prior to 

final decision. 

c. 	 l11ternal Operations ofthe Institution. The framing and execution of long-range plans, one of 

the most important aspects of institutional responsibility, should be a central and contin­

urng concern in the academic community. 

Effective planning demands that the broadest possible exchange of information and 

opinion should be the rule for communication among the components of a college or uni­
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versity. The channels of communication should be established and maintained by joint 
endeavor. Distinction should be observed between the instituHonal system of communi­
cation and the system of responsibility for the making of decisions. 
A second area calling for joint effort in internal operation is that of decisions regard­
ing existing or prospective physical resources. The board, president, and faculty should 
all seek agreement on basic decisions regarding buildings and other f~cilities to be used 
in the educational work of the institution. 
A third area is budgeting. The allocation of resources among competing demands is 
central in the formal responsibility of the governing board, in the administrative author­
ity of the president, and in the educational function of the facu lty. Each component 
should therefore have a voice in the determination of short- and long-range priorities, 
and each should receive appropriate analyses of past budgetary experience, reports on 
current budgets and expenditures, and short- and long-range budgetary projections. The 
function of each component in budgetary matters should be understood by all; the allo­
cation of a\.lthority will determine the flow of information and the scope of participation 
in decisions. 
Joint effort of a most critical kind must be taken when an institution chooses a new 
president. The selection of a chief administrative officer should follow upon a coopera­
tive search by the governing board and the faculty, taking into consideration the opinions 
of others who are appropriately interested. The president should be equally qualified to 
serve both as the executive officer of the governing board and as the chief academic offi­
cer of the institution and the faculty. The president's dual role requires an ability to inter­
pret to board and faculty the educational views and concepts of institutional government 
of the other. The president should have the confidence of the board and the faculty. 
The selection of academic deans and other chief academic officers should be the 
responsibility of the president with Lhe advice of, and in consultation with, the appropri­
ate faculty. 
Determinations of faculty status, normally based on the recommendations of the fac­
ulty groups involved, are discussed in Part 5 of thLo; statement; but it should here be noted + 	 +
that the building of a strong faculty requires careful joint effort in such actions as staff 
selection and promotion and the granting of tenure. Joint action should also govern dis­
missals; the appHcable principles and procedures in these matters are well established.' 
d. 	Extema/ Relations of the Institution. Anyone-a member of the governing board, the pres­
ident or other member of the administration, a member of the faculty, or a member of the 
student body or the alumni- affects the institution when speaking of it in public. An 
individual who speaks unofficially should so indicate. An individual who speaks offi­
cially for the institution, the board, the administration, the faculty, or the student body 
should be guided by established policy. 
It should be noted that only the board speaks legally for the whole institution, 
although it may delegate responsibility to an agent. 
The right of a board member, an administrative officer, a faculty member, or a student 
to speak on general educational questions or about the administration and operations of 
the individual's own institution is a part of that person's right as a citizen and should not 
be abridged by the institution.2 There exist, of course, legal bounds relating to defamation 
of character, and there are questions of propriety. 
3. The Academic Institution: The Governing Board 
The gov.erning board has a special obligation to ensure that the history of the college or w1i­
versity shall serve as a prelude and inspiration to the future. The board helps relate the insti­
tution to its chief community: for example, the community college to serve the educational 
needs of a defined population area or group, the church-controlled college to be cognizant of 
the announced position of its denomination, and the comprehensive university to discharge 
the many duties and to accept the appropriate new challenges which are its concern at the 
several levels of higher education. 
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The governing board of an institution of higher education in the United States operates, 
with few exceptions, as the final institutional authority. Private institutions are established by 
charters; public institutions are established by constitutional or statutory provisions. In pri­
vate institutions the board is frequently self-perpetuating; in public colleges and universities 
the present membership of a board may be asked to suggest candidates for appointment. As 
a whole and individually, when the governing board confronts the problem of succession, 
serious attention should be given to obtaining properly qualified persons. Where public law 
calls for election of governing board members, means should be found to ensure the nomi­
nation of fully suited persons, and the electorate should be informed of the relevant criteria 
for board membership. 
Since the membership of t.he board may embrace both individual and collective compe­
tence of recognized weight, its advice or help may be sought through established channels by 
other components of the academic community. The governing board of an institution of high­
er education, while maintaining a general overview, entrusts the conduct of administration 
to the administrative officers- the president and the deans-and the conduct of teaching and 
research to the faculty. The board should undertake appropriate self-limitation. 
One of the governing board's important tasks is to ensure the publication of codified state­
ments that define the overall policies and procedures of the institution under its jurisdiction. 
The board plays a central role in relating the likely needs of the future to predictable 
resources; it has the responsibility for ht.t.sbanding the endowment; it is responsible for 
obtaining needed capital and operating funds; and in the broadest sense of the term it should 
pay attention to personnel policy. In order to fulfill these duties, the board should be aided 
by, and may insist upon, the development of long-range planning by the administration and 
faculty. When ignorance or ill will threatens the institution or any part of it, the governing 
board must be available for support. ln grave crises it will be expected to serve as a champi­
on. Although the action to be taken by it will usually be on behalf of the president, the facul­
ty, or the student body, the board should make clear that the protection it offers to an indi­
vidual or a group is, in fact, a fundamental defense of the vested interests of society in the 
educational institution.3 
4. The Academic Institution: The President 
The president, as the chief executive officer of an institution of higher education, is measured 
largely by his or her capacity for institutionalleadershlp. The president shares responsibility for 
the definition and attainment of goals, for administrative action, and for operating the com­
munications system that links the components of the academk community. The president rep­
resents the institution to its many publics. The president's leadership role is supported by del­
egated authority from the board and faculty. 
As the chief planning officer of an institution, the president has a special obligation to inno­
vate and initiate. The degree to which a president can envision new horizons for the institution, 
and can persuade others to see them and to work toward them, will often constitute the chief 
measure of the president's administration. 
The president must at times, with or without support, infuse new life into a department; 
relatedly, the president may at times be required, working within the concept of tenure, to solve 
problems of obsolescence. The president will necessarily utilize the judgments of the faculty 
but may also, in the interest of academic standards, seek outside evaluations by scholars of 
acknowledged competence. 
It is the duty of the president to see to it that the standards and procedures in operational 
use within the college or university conform to the policy established by the governing board 
and to the standards of sound academic practice. It is also incumbent on the president to ensure 
that faculty views, including dissenting views, are presented to the board in those areas and on 
those issues where responsibilities are shared. Similarly, the faculty should be informed of the 
views of the board and the administration on like issues. 
The president is largely responsible for the maintenance of existing institutional resources 
and the creation of new resources; has ultimate managerial responsibility for a large area of 
nonacademic activities; is responsible for public understanding; and by the nature of the office 
+ 
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is the chief person who speaks for the institution. In these and other areas the president's work 

is to plan, to organize, to direct, and to represent. The presidential function should receive the 

general support of board and faculty. 

5. The Academic Institution: The Faculty 

The faculty has primary responsibility for such fundamental areas as curriculum, subject matter 

and methods of instruction, research, faculty status, and those aspects of student life which 

relate to the educational process.' On these matters the power of review or final decision lodged 

in the governing board or delegated by it to the president should be exercised adversely only in 

exceptional circumstances, and for reasons communicated to the faculty. It is desirable that the 

faculty should, following such communication, have opportunity for further consideration and 

further transmittal of its views to the president or board. Budgets, personnel limitations, the 

time element, and the policies of other groups, bodies, and agencies having jurisdiction over 

the institution may set limits to realization of faculty advice. 

The faculty sets the requirements for the degrees offered in course, determines when the 

requirements have been met, and authorizes the president and board to grant the degrees thus 

achieved. 

Faculty status and related matters arc primarily a faculty responsibility; this area includes 
appointments, reappointments, decisions not to reappoint, promotions, the granting of tenure, 
and dismissal. The primary responsibility of the faculty for such matters is based upon the fact 
that its judgment is central to general educational policy. Furthermore, scholars in a particular 
field or activity have the chief competence for judging the work of their colleagues; in such 
competence it is implicil that responsibility exists for both adverse and favorable judgments. 
Likewise, there is the more general competence of experienced faculty personnel committees 
having a broader charge. Determinations in these matters should first be by faculty action 
through established procedures, reviewed by the chief academic officers with the concurrence 
of the board. The governing board and president should, on questions of faculty status, as in 
other matters where the faculty has primary responsibility, concur with the faculty judgment 
except in rare instances and for compelling reasons which should be stated in detail. +The faculty should actively participate in the determination of policies and procedures gov­
erning salary increases. 
The chair or head of a department, who serves as the chief representative of the department 
within an institution, should be selected either by departmental election or by appointment fol­
lowing consultation with members of the department and of related departments; appoint­
ments should normally be in conformity with department members' judgment. The chair or 
department head should not have tenure in office; tenure as a faculty member is a matter of 
separate right. The chair or head should serve for a stated term but without prejudice to reelec­
tion or to reappointment by procedures that involve appropriate faculty consultation. Board, 
administration, and faculty should all bear in mind that the department chair or head has a spe­
cial obligation to build a department strong in scholarship and teaching capacity. 
Agencies for faculty participation in the government of the college or university should be 
established at each level where faculty responsibility is present. An agency should exist for the 
presentation of the views of the whole faculty. The structure and procedures for faculty partic­
ipation should be designed, approved, and established by joint action of the componen~s of the 
institution. Faculty representatives should be selected by the faculty according to procedures 
determined by the faculty.5 
The agencies may consist of meetings of all faculty members of a department, school, col­
lege, division, or university system, or may take the form of faculty-elected executive commit­
tees in departments and schools and a faculty-elected senate or council for larger divisions or 
the institution as a whole. 
The means of communication among the faculty, administration, and governing board now 
in use include: (1) circulation of memoranda and reports by board committees, the administra­
tion, and faculty committees; (2) joint ad hoc committees; (3) standing liaison committees; (4) 
membership of faculty members on administrative bodies; and (5) membership of faculty 
members on governing boards. Whatever the channels of communication, they should be clear­
ly understood and observed. 
139 
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On Student Status 
When students in American colleges and universities desire to participate responsibly in the 
government of the institution they attend, their wish should be recogmzed as a claim to oppor­
tunity both for educational experience and for involvement in the affau·s of the1r coiJege or uni­
versity. Ways should be found to permit significant student participation within the limits of 
attainable effectiveness. The obstacles to such participation arc large and should not be mini­
mi7.ed: inexperience, untested capacity, a transitory status which means that present action does 
not carry with it subsequent responsibility, and the inescapable fact that the other components 
of the mstitution are in a position of judgment over the students. It is important to recognize that 
student needs arc strongly related to educational experience, both formal and mformal. 
Students expect, and have a right to expect, that the educational process will be structured, 
thai they will be stimulated by it to become independent adults, and that they will have effec­
tively transmitted to them the cultural heritage of the larger society. If institutional support is 
to have its fullest possible meaning, it should incorporate the strength, freshness of view, and 
idealism of the student body. 
The respect of students for their college or university can be enhanced if they arc given at 
least these opportunities: (1) to be listened to in the classroom without fear of institutional 
reprisal for the substance of their views, (2) freedom to discuss questions of institutional policy 
and operation, (3) the right to academic due process when charged with serious violations of 
institutional regulations, and (4) the same right to hear speakers of their own choice as is 
enjoyed by other components of the institution. 
Notes 
I.Sec the 1940 "Statement of Principles on Acadcm•c Freedom and Tenure," AAUP, Policy Documents and 
Rtport,, lOth l!d. (Washington, D.C., 2006), 3-11, and the 1958 "Statement on Procedural Standards in Fac­
ulty Oi~missal Proceedings," ibid., 12-15. These statements were jointly adopted by the Association of 
Amt>riran Colleges (now the Association of American Colleges .md UniversJhes) and the American Asso­
ciation of University Professors; the 1940 "Statement" has been endorsed by numerous learned and scien­
tific societies and educational associations. 
2. With respect to faculty members, the 1940 "Statement of Princaples on Academic Freedom and ·Jimure"+ 1­read~>" "College and university teachers are citizens, members of a learned profession, and officers of an 
cducattonal instituhon When they :;peak or write as citiZt~ns, they should be fn.'C from 111stitutional cen­
sorshtp or disci pi me.>, but their special position in lh<' community impose~ special obligations. As scholars 
and educational of(iccrs, they should remember that the public m.1y JUI.Ige thctr profession .md their insti­
tution by tht>ir utterances. Hence they should at all times be accurate, should exercise appropriate restraint, 
should show respect for the opinions of others, and should make every effort to indicate that they are not 
speaking for the institution" (Policy Documents and /~eports, 3-4). 
3. Tr(lditionally, governing boards developed within the context of single-campus institutions. In more 
recent times, governing and coordinating boards have increasingly tended to develop at the multi-campus 
regional, systemwide, or statewide levels. As inOucnlial components of the academic community, these 
supra-C.llllpus bodies bear particular responsibility (or protecting the .1utonomy o( indivtdu,tl campuses or 
mstttution~ under thetr jurisdiction and for implementing policies of shared responstbihty. The American 
As!>ociation of Umversity l'rofessors regards lhc objectives and pra<ln:l!s rN;ommcndl'<l in the "Sl.ttement 
on Government" •• ~constituting equally appropriate g uideli11e:. for :.uch supra-campus bodies, anc.llook.<. 
toward l'Ontinucd development of practices that will factlitate .tpplic.ltion of 1.uch guid('lines in this new 
context. [Preceding note adopted by the AAUP's Council in June 1978.J 
4. With regard to student admissions, the faculty should have a meaningful role in t">tabli:.hing institutional 
policies, including the setting of standan:ls for admission, dild should be afforded opportunity for oversight of 
the entire admb:.ions process. (Preceding note adopted by lhe Council in june 2002.1 
S. The American Association of University Professor:. regards collective bargaining, properly used, as 
another mNn~ of a'htevmg sound academic government. Where there is faculty collective bargairung, the 
parties should seek to ensure appropriate institutional governance structures which will protect lhe right 
of all faculty to participate in institutional governance in accorddllce with the "Statement on Government." 
[Precc.'dmg note adopted by the Council in June 1978.1 
140 
-10- Adopted: 
ACADEMIC SENATE 

of 

CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY 

San Luis Obispo, CA 

AS- -12 
RESOLUTION ON FOR PROFIT COURSE MATERIALS WEBSITES 
1 WHEREAS, The number and variety of for-profit web sites distributing student-uploaded course 
2 materials, including lectures notes, practice quizzes, actual quizzes and actual exams is 
3 increasing; and 
4 
5 WHEREAS, One such site, Course Hero, currently has materials for hundreds of Cal Poly courses and 
6 at least some of the faculty whose materials are posted there did not even know about this 
7 web site let alone that their course materials were posted therein 
8 (http://www.coursehero.com/sitemap/states/Califomia/); and 
9 
10 WHEREAS, The for-profit distribution of faculty-generated course materials by any unauthorized entity 
11 violates the faculty's intellectual property rights (http://rgp.calpolv.edu/policyiP.html); and 
12 
13 WliEREAS. Websites such as Course Hero might be liable for violating faculty members' intellectual 
14 properly rights despite their application of nolice-and-takedown procedures. and so slrong 
15 legal actions by the CSU may be appropriate to rectify the problem; and 
16 
17 WHEREAS, The for-profit distribution of student-generated lecture notes violates the Standards for 
18 Student Conduct (Title 5, Article 2, Section 41303 
19 http://www.osrr.calpoly.edu/standardsforconductltitle5.asp); therefore be it 
20 
21 RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate acknowledge and publish the attached general guidelines 
22 regarding protecting copyright course materials provided by Albert Liddicoat, Associate 
23 Vice Provost, Academic Personnel; and be it further 
24 
25 RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate urge the CSU administration to utilize all appropriate legal 
26 avenues to prevent unaffiliared organi7.alions from displaying, distributing, or otherwise 
27 providing works of faculty members in violation of their intellectual property rights; and 
28 be it further 
29 
30 RESOLVED: That the Academic Senate urge the Cal Poly administration to review and revise the 
31 students' code ofconduct and disciplinary procedures so that Lhey clearly prohibit 
32 violations of faculty members' intellectual property rights, including the dissemination of 
33 faculty works to una[(iliated organizations without appropriate permission or authority. 
Proposed by: Academic Senate Executive Committee 
Date: March 21, 2012 
Revised: April26 2012 
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SUGGESTIONS TO PROTECT COURSE MATERIALS WHICH FACULTY MAINTAIN 

ARE COPYRIGHT PROTECTED 

• Professors who choose to upload their documents on the internet should only do so through a 
password protected system such as Polylearn. 
• Professors should instruct students about copyright issues and inform students that they are not 
authorized to upload faculty provided materials to a website without the faculty member's 
explicit permission. Instructors may choose to include this information on their course syllabi. 
• If a professor provides students with written materials and the professor believes he/she has a 

copyright ownership interest in the material, the following notation should be included on the 

document: 

"Copyright [year] [professor's name]" e.g., Copyright 2010 John Smith. 
• Professor should remind students that the unauthorized upload ofa pt:ofessor's documents could 
violate CSU's Student Conduct Code (Title 5, California Code ofReguJations Section 41301), 
subjecting the student to possible disciplinary action. 
• If a professor created material that he/she believes is copyright protected and discovers that 
material has been published on a website without authorization, the professor may wish to 
contact the website contact person and request the material be removed. In most cases, this 
should be sufficient. However, if the website's designated contact person is uncooperative, the 
Office of General Council provides the following guidance for faculty who wish to request that 
their copyrighted materials be removed from the websites. The professor should send a letter to 
the website contact person which includes the following information: 
1. Identify in sufficient detail the copyrighted material or work the professor believes has been 
infringed upon or other information sufficient to identify the copyrighted work. Providing the 
URL of the allegedly infringing work may be the best way for the website's contact person to 
locate the content quickly. 
2. Provide your contact infonnation. Generally, an email address is prefcned. 
3. If possible, provide the website's contact personnel with information to permit them to notify 
the individual that provided the allegedly infringing material to the website about your claim. 
4. Include the following statements in the written request: 
"I have a good faith belief that use of the copyrighted materials described above as allegedly 
infringing is not authorized by me as the copyright owner, my agent, or the law." 
"I swear under penalty of peijury, that the information in this notification is accurate and that I 
am the copytight owner or am authorized to act on behalfof the owner ofan exclusive right that 
1 
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is allegedly infringed." 
5. Sign the document and send it to the designated website contact person. 
For additional information, The University ofTexas has a comprehensive website which 
addresses copyright issues in the higher education context. It can be accessed at 
www.utsystem.edu/ogc/intellectualproperty/cprtindx.htm 
Albert A. Liddicoat, Ph.D. 

Associate Vice Provost, Academic Personnel 

2 
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Feedback on Human Subjects in Research Policy at Cal Poly SLO 
The Academic Senate committee on Research and Professional Development (R&PD) was tasked by the Senate 
:chair to examine the current status of policies and procedures regarding human subjects in research. Through this 
jquestionnaire, we are collecting feedback from Cal Poly faculty and others likely to be engaged in activities that are 
subject to these policies. Our objective is to assess if there is a need to make changes, and offer a recommendation 
rto the Senate chair and Executive Committee. 
, The policies and procedures are described on the Web page of Cal Poly's Research and Graduate Programs (see 
:http://www.calpoly.edu/-rgp/indexHS.html), and were previously hosted on the Web page of the chair of the Human 
;subjects Committee (see http://www.calpoly.edu/-sdavis/human.htm). 
Your participation in this feedback collection is voluntary, and you may decide to stop at any point. All questions are 
set up to have optional answers, and you may skip the ones that are not applicable, or may involve information you 
consider sensitive. Information is collected anonymously, and will only be used for the purpose stated above. We 
may include excerpts from answers in our recommendation to the Senate chair. 
For further information, feel free to contact the ~hair of the R&PD committee, Franz Kurfess (fkurfess@calpoly.edu). 
Background Information 
The questions in this section may be helpful for identifying commonalities or tendencies within certain groups. 
What is your connection to Cal Poly? 
This survey is also distributed to project partners or collaborators from other organizations 
C; Cal Poly employee 
C University or research organization other than Cal Poly 
c.; School or related educational organization 
C Hospital or related medical organization 
C: Company 
0 Other 
For Cal Poly employees: What is your college? 
() Agriculture, Food, and Env. Sci. 
:::; Architecture and Env. Design 
0 Business 
0 Education 
C Engineering 
0 Liberal Arts 
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C Library 

C Science and Mathematics 

C Other 

What is your department? 
If you're not comfortable disclosing It, leave th1s question unanswered 
What is your status? 
C Staff 

C Lecturer 

0 Faculty, Tenured 

C Faculty, Untenured 

0 Other 

Have you had any training in the national guidelines for research involving human subjects? 
This may include workshops. courses, or online tutorials (e.g., the CITI Program for Intramural Training used by the 

NIH, http://Vtww.citlprogram orgl); check all that apply . 

.=2 No training 

:=: Self-education by reading relevant literature or online material. 

C: Guidance from experienced colleagues 
~-, Online training 
.= Workshop or course 
C: Other 
Would you be interested in training opportunities offered by or through Cal Poly? 
If so . please indicated your preferences. 
How often do you engage in research activities involving human subjects? 
Only consider activities within research projects not educational activities that take place in regular courses 
0 never 
0 very rarely 
C occasionally 
G on a .regular basis 
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Experience with Project Proposal Submissions 
These questions address issues related to the submission of project proposals to Cal Poly's Human Subjects 

Committee, and possibly similar ones at other institutions. 

In an average year, how many proposals have you submitted to Cal Poly's Human Subjects Committee? 

None ""!) 

Out of the proposals you have submitted, for how many did the committee request or suggest modifications? 
None 43 
For proposals where the committee requested or suggested modifications, what kinds of modifications do 

you recall? 

E.g ., changes in informed conse11t forms, different protocols, privacy and secu ri ty of personal information 
Out of the proposals you have submitted, how many have been rejected? 
Only count those proposals where the tlnal result was a rejection. 
None }) 
Out of the proposals you have submitted, how many did you decide not to pursue any further? 
None }j 
How much extra time do you typically spend on activities related to the Cal Poly approval process for a 
project involving human subjects? 
Only count the time for activities like reading about the requirements, fil li ng out forms, consulting with committee 
members; time for writing the main project proposal should not be Included 
0- 2 hours }] 
How satisfied were you with the following aspects of the proposal re.view process? 
Th1s is only about the admmistration of the policies, not the po licies themselves. 
very displeased neutral satisfied very satisfied displeased 
,-,~- (-' 	 \ 
'·..,_/ 	 v '-'T1me11ness of lhe response 	 ...... !'v 
Relevance of the response 
.~ 	 ( \ r-.r' ...._,. 	 n.......,tfocu~ on human subjects 'V ...... 

aspects) 

,-, ( \ 	 ,.-, r 
_,Clarity ofexplanations ~' 	 v 0 ..._, 

.-, ,-, 

......., 	 ( ' Submission process 0 	 v I' ......... 

-1 6 -
How has the human subjects review process at Cal Poly affected your research efforts? 
2 3 4 5 
n ~ r~very negatively . n~ ~ n ,___, c very positively 
Do you have additional comments on the rev iew process? 
Overall Satisfaction and Suggestions 
Overall, how satisfied are you with Cal Poly's current policies and procedures concerning research involving 
human subjects? 
2 3 4 5 

r' ,-, n ,....._ (-,

very displeased ,_... ·v ......._, ._,~ v very satisfied 
Have you submitted a proposal to a human subjects committee at another institution? 
C Yes 
~.::; No 
Compared with those of other institutions you are familiar with, howwould you rate Cal Poly's current 
policies and procedures concerning research involving human subjects? 
2 3 4 5 
r, .,-.,. ' ' r, r,significantly worse ....., '.../ ......... 1._.1 v significantly better 
• 
Do you have suggestions to improve Cal Poly's policies and procedures concerning research involving 

human subjects? 

Keep in mind that there are federal policies that Cal Poly is obliged to follow. 

1 
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IRB survey summary 
Spring 2011 Human Subjects in Research Survey- Summary of Results 
Senate Committee on Research and Professional Development 
Abstract 
This document is a brief summary of results from a survey on Human Subjects in 
Research, conducted at Cal Poly SLO in June 2011 . It was distributed to 170 people 
who had submitted proposals for review by the Human Subjects Committee. 141 were 
Cal Poly faculty and staff who received Human Subjects Approvals from June 2009 
toMarch 2011 , and 29 were external collaborators from other universities and research 
institutions. In total , 47 chose to participate, with the majority of responses coming from 
Cal Poly. 
The first section contains several tables showing the distribution of answers to the 
questions. 
The survey form is available as a separate document, Form - Feedback on Human 
Subjects in Research Policy at Cal Poly SLO.pdf. 
-18-
IRB survey summary 2 
Answer Distributions 
Connection to CP 
Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Total 
CP 
other 
Total 
44 
2 
46 
47 
93.6 
4.3 
97.9 
100.0 
95.7 
4.3 
100.0 
95.7 
100.0 
College 
Frequenc 
y Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid arch/evnmt 3 6.4 6.7 6.7 
design 
sci/math 13 27.7 28.9 35.6 
library 3 6.4 6.7 42.2 
liberal arts 8 17.0 17.8 60.0 
ag sci 11 23.4 24.4 84.4 
business 3 6.4 6.7 91.1 
Engineering 4 8.5 8.9 100.0 
Total 45 95.7 100.0 
Missin System 2 4.3 
g 
Total 47 100.0 
3 
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IRB survey summary 
What is your status? 
Frequenc 
y Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid faculty 
untenured 
faculty 
tenured 
other 
staff 
lecturer 
Total 
20 
20 
2 
1 
4 
47 
42.6 
42.6 
4.3 
2.1 
8.5 
100.0 
42.6 
42.6 
4.3 
2.1 
8.5 
100.0 
42.6 
85.1 
89.4 
91.5 
100.0 
#submissions/year 
Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 1-5 
more than 
5 
None 
Total 
42 
4 
1 
47 
89.4 
8.5 
2.1 
100.0 
89.4 
8.5 
2.1 
100.0 
89.4 
97.9 
100.0 
Have you had any training in national guidelines for 
research? 
Frequency 
Percen 
t 
Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid none 
yes 
Total 
5 
42 
47 
10.6 
89.4 
100.0 
10.6 
89.4 
100.0 
10.6 
100.0 
4 
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IRB survey summary 
How often do you do HS research? 
Frequenc 
y Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid never 
very rarely 
occasionally 
on a regular 
basis 
Total 
2 
5 
16 
24 
47 
4.3 
10.6 
34.0 
51.1 
100.0 
4.3 
10.6 
34.0 
51.1 
100.0 
4.3 
14.9 
48.9 
100.0 
Ever submit to another institution? 
Frequenc 
y Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Missin 
g 
Total 
no 
yes 
Total 
Syste 
m 
10 
35 
45 
2 
47 
21.3 
74.5 
95.7 
4.3 
100.0 
22.2 
77.8 
100.0 
22.2 
100.0 
5 
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IRB survey summary 
Frequency Table 
At CP, numb proposal that required revisions 
Frequenc 
y Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid none 
some 
most 
all 
Total 
8 
14 
10 
15 
47 
17.0 
29.8 
21.3 
31.9 
100.0 
17.0 
29.8 
21.3 
31.9 
100.0 
17.0 
46.8 
68.1 
100.0 
Number of proposals ultimately rejected 
Frequenc Valid Cumulative 
y Percent Percent Percent 
Valid none 45 95.7 95.7 95.7 
some 2 4.3 4.3 100.0 
Total 47 100.0 100.0 
Type of changes requested 
Frequenc 
y Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Missin 
g 
Total 
minor 
consent/security/ 
safety issues 
research methods/ 
outside scope of I RB 
Total 
System 
8 
29 
2 
39 
8 
47 
17.0 
61.7 
4.3 
83.0 
17.0 
100.0 
20.5 
74.4 
5.1 
100.0 
20.5 
94.9 
100.0 
6 
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IRB survey summary 
Satisfaction 
Frequenc 
y Per.cent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Missin 
g 
Total 
very 
displeased 
2 
3 
4 
very satisfied 
Total 
System 
5 
10 
13 
11 
7 
46 
1 
47 
10.6 
21.3 
27.7 
23.4 
14.9 
97.9 
2.1 
100.0 
10.9 
21.7 
28.3 
23.9 
15.2 
100.0 
10.9 
32.6 
60.9 
84.8 
100.0 
7 
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IRB survey summary 
Timeliness response 
Frequenc 
y Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Missin 
g 
Total 
very 
displeased 
displeased 
neutral 
satisfied 
very satisfied 
Total 
System 
3 
7 
8 
18 
10 
46 
1 
47 
6.4 
14.9 
17.0 
38.3 
21.3 
97.9 
2.1 
100.0 
6.5 
15.2 
17.4 
39.1 
21.7 
100.0 
6.5 
21.7 
39.1 
78.3 
100.0 
Relevance of response 
Frequenc 
y Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Missin 
g 
Total 
very 
displeased 
displeased 
neutral 
satisfied 
very satisfied 
Total 
System 
6 
7 
7 
17 
9 
46 
1 
47 
12.8 
14.9 
14.9 
36.2 
19.1 
97.9 
2.1 
100.0 
13.0 
15.2 
15.2 
37.0 
19.6 
100.0 
13.0 
28.3 
43.5 
80.4 
100.0 
8 
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IRB survey summary 
Clarity of explanations 
Frequenc 
y Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Miss in 
g 
Total 
very 
displeased 
displeased 
neutral 
satisfied 
very satisfied 
Total 
System 
4 
4 
7 
21 
10 
46 
1 
47 
8.5 
8.5 
14.9 
44.7 
21.3 
97.9 
2.1 
100.0 
8.7 
8.7 
15.2 
45.7 
21.7 
100.0 
8.7 
17.4 
32.6 
78.3 
100.0 
Submission process 
Frequenc 
y Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Missin 
g 
Total 
very 
displesaed 
displeased 
neutral 
satisfied 
very satisfied 
Total 
System 
6 
8 
9 
17 
4 
44 
3 
47 
12.8 
17.0 
19.1 
36.2 
8.5 
93.6 
6.4 
100.0 
13.6 
18.2 
20.5 
38.6 
9.1 
100.0 
13.6 
31.8 
52.3 
90.9 
100.0 
9 
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IRB survey summary 
How as HS process impacted your research? 
Frequenc 
y Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Missin 
g 
Total 
very 
negatively 
2 
3 
4 
very 
positively 
Total 
System 
3 
4 
27 
4 
8 
46 
1 
47 
6.4 
8.5 
57.4 
8.5 
17.0 
97.9 
2.1 
100.0 
6.5 
8.7 
58.7 
8.7 
17.4 
100.0 
6.5 
15.2 
73.9 
82.6 
100.0 
# proposal decided not to do 
Frequenc 
y Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid none 
some 
Total 
45 
2 
47 
95.7 
4.3 
100.0 
95.7 
4.3 
100.0 
95.7 
100.0 
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IRB survey summary 
Compared with others, rate CP HS 
Frequenc 
y Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Missin 
g 
Total 
significantly 
worse 
2 
3 
4 
significantly 
better 
Total 
System 
13 
9 
11 
2 
3 
38 
9 
47 
27.7 
19.1 
23.4 
4.3 
6.4 
80.9 
19.1 
100.0 
34.2 
23.7 
28.9 
5.3 
7.9 
100.0 
34.2 
57.9 
86.8 
92.1 
100.0 
1 
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IRB survey summary 
Want training in HS? 
Frequenc 
y Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 
Missin 
9 
Total 
no 
yes 
Total 
Syste 
m 
12 
17 
29 
18 
47 
25.5 
36.2 
61 .7 
38.3 
100.0 
41.4 
58.6 
100.0 
41.4 
100.0 
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IRB survey summary 1. 
Summary of Written Comments on Ways to Improve the Process 
1. Need to streamline and structure process 
2. Articulate mission and scope of the Board 
3. Create system for selecting and rotating IRB board members 
4. Website modifications 
The recommendations above were obtained by assembling, grouping, and distilling comments 
submitted by participants. They are ranked by how often they were mentioned by participants. 
Each of the above recommendations is supported by 3-4 more detailed points, which are omitted 
here. 
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Research & Professional 
Development Committee 0\LPOLY Cal Poly, San Luis Obispo 
March 12.2012 
Report on Human Subjects Proposal Reviews 
This report describes the outcome of an examination of the policies and procedures 
concerning Human Subjects Research at Cal Poly, conducted by the Senate Research 
and Professional Development committee at the request of the Senate chair. 
Background 
As a polytechnic institution with an emphasis on undergraduate education. Cal Poly's 
requirements and resources concerning research involving human subjects are different 
from those of research institutions. However, there are mandates imposed by federal 
regulations and funding agencies that need to be satisfied. On the other hand, Cal 
Poly's emphasis on the Teacher-Scholar model in combination with the interests of faculty 
and the participation of students is likely to increase such research activities, and 
program reviews and continuous improvement are taking on a greater role in the 
internal operations of university entities as well as with external reviews. This change in 
context in combination with concerns about the policies and procedures for research 
involving human subjects led to the request by the Senate chair, Dr. Rachel Fernflores, to 
have our committee examine this issue. 
Survey on Satisfaction with Human Subjects Policies and 
Procedures 
During the Spring 20 I 1 quarter. this committee conducted a survey to collect feedback 
from people who during the prior five years had submitted proposals for review by the 
Human Subjects committee. This included primarily faculty at Cal Poly, but a lso a few 
staff members, plus some external collaborators. The survey together with a summary of 
the results is added as an appendix to this document. 
Out of 170 invited participants, 47 chose to participate. It should be noted that overall 
respondents were generally satisfied with current procedures. Reported concerns may 
reflect their experiences prior to the date of the survey (Spring 2011), and the transition to 
the new Web site hosted by the Research and Graduate Studies Office. The overall tenor 
of the responses was mostly neutral to positive, but also indicated several possible areas 
of improvement. In particular, responses indicated the following concerns: 
1. 	 The Human Subjects Committee proposal submission. review and renewal processes. 
are unclear to some proposal submitters. 
2. 	 The mission and scope of the Human Subjects Committee is not well articulated. 
3. 	 The emphasis of the reviews should be on the protection of human subjects, and 
address aspects like scientific merit and research methodology only when relevant 
for human subject issues. 
4. 	 Members of the Human Subjects Committee should serve terms of limited and 
defined duration, and new members should go through an orientation or training 
process. 
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Recommendations 
There have been significant changes in the procedures applied to the review process 
for human subjects research that address several of the above issues. After a joint 
meeting between the Research & Professional Development committee and the Human 
Subjects Commit tee, our committee reviewed the above concerns in light of those 
changes. In the following, we will briefly compare the concerns above against the 
current status in policies and procedures of the Human Subjects Committee: 
1. 	 The proposal submission, review and renewal processes are described on the Cal 
Poly Human Subjects Research Web pages at http://rgp.calpoly.edu/indexHS.html. 
As with any Web pages, the organization and formulation of those pages can be 
improved, but it is our impression that prospective proposal submitters should be 
able to find the essential information about policies and procedures. 
Suggestions: 
a. 	 Expand the Frequently Asked Questions section as new issues emerge. 
b. 	 Add information about committee meeting dates agendas and meeting 
notes to the Web pages. possibly subject to confidentiali ty or privacy 
constraints. This will help submitters plan for submissions and potential appeals. 
c. 	 Revise the Policy section to separate policies from procedural aspects (which 
may change more frequently, e.g. with the use of different technology). 
2. 	 The mission and scope of the Human Subjects Committee is described in the Policy 
section of the Web pages. although the distinction between the committee itself 
and the role o f the office of Research and Graduate Studies may not always be 
clear. 
Suggestions: 
a. 	 Describe the role and responsibilities o f the Human Subjects Committee, and 
its relationship to the Office of Research and Graduate Studies. especially 
since the committee is different from others on campus (e.g. Senate 
committees). 
3. 	 Although the emphasis of the review is on the protection of human subjects. such 
reviews a lso serve the purpose of protecting the university and researchers from 
negative consequences, most importantly liability issues. This may result in comments 
or suggestions concerning scientific merit and research methodology for some 
projects. 
Suggestions: 
a. 	 Explicitly state in the policy statement and scope that the Human Subjects 
Committee considers it to be in its purview to provide feedback on scientific 
merit and research methodologies to balance costs and benefits of research, 
and to protect the university from liabilities. 
b. 	Add an entry to the FAQ section to explain the potential need to address 
issues that appear to go beyond the scope o f human subjects in research. 
c. 	 In situations where the committee deems it warranted to address scientific 
merit and research methodology issues. provide an explanation. 
4. 	 In contrast to other committees. it is essential for Human Subject committee 
members to have experience and expertise in areas where research involving 
human subjects is conducted on a regular basis. Although additional training may 
enable members without that background to function on the committee, it is 
preferable to have members with relevant expertise. This restricts the pool of 
potential members significantly. · 
Suggestions: 
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a. 	 Specify requirements and duration for committee membership, and indicate 
the terms of members on the committee Web pages (http://rgp.calpoly.edu/ 
commjtteeHS .html). 
Beyond the suggestions above. our committee believes that efforts should be made to 
increase awareness among faculty, staff and students for the need to get approval for 
research activities involving human subjects. This may be beyond the scope of the 
Human Subjects Committee itself. and clearly will be limited by available resources. As 
much as possible, communication should be sought with faculty engaged in such 
activities, but who may not be aware of these requirements. Even if the committee itself 
may not be able to engage in such activities, it could examine additional avenues and 
opportunities for such engagement. e.g. via deans and department chairs. or in 
collaboration with the Center for Teaching and Learning. 
Conclusions 
In total. based on the feedback obtained through the Spring 20 11 survey and additional 
investigations, the Research & Professional Development committee believes that under 
the given circumstances and resource limitations. the policies and processes concerning 
Human Subjects Research are reasonably well defined and implemented. The related 
procedures have undergone some changes over the last years, and the transition of the 
Web pages to the Research and Graduate Studies office makes it easier to find relevant 
information. In the spirit of continuous improvement. we encourage the Human Subjects 
Committee to collect feedback from their constituents. e.g. through focus groups or 
periodic surveys similar to the one conducted by our committee in Spring 201 1. 
Appendices 
1 . 	 Spring 20 11 Human Subjects in Research Survey - Summary of Results 
2. 	 Form - Feedback on Human Subjects in Research Policy at Cal Poly SLO 
3. 	 List of links to IRB and Human Subjects in Research Policies at similar institution 
5 
10 
15 
20 
25 
16 
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Comparison Institution IRB Policy 
1 Cal Poly State University 
2 Cornell University 
3 UC Davis 
4 UCSan Diego 
University of Colorado, Boulder 
6 University of Connecticut 
7 Georgia Institute of Technology 
8 Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute 
9 Virginia Polytechnic Institute and 
State University 
UC Irvine 
11 UC Santa Barbara 
12 UC Santa Cruz 
13 Washington State University 
14 Clemson University 
14 Drexel University 
University of Maryland 
http://www.calpoly.edu/-rgp/indexHS.html 

http://www.irb.cornell.edu/ 

http://www.research.ucdavis.edu/home.cfm?id=OVC.l 

http://irb.ucsd.edu/ 

http://www.colorado.edu/VCResearch/integrity/humanresearch/index.html 

http://irb.uconn.edu/ 

http://www.compliance.gatech .edu/a bout-irb/ 

http://rpi.edu/research/office/irb/index.html 

http://www.irb.vt.edu/ 

http://www.research. ucj. edu/ora/h rpp/ 

http://www.research.ucsb.edu/compliance/ 

http://www2.ucsc.edu/research/compliance/hsreview.shtml 

http://www.irb.wsu.edu/ 

http://www.clemson.edu/research/compliance/jrb/ 

http ://www. research.drexel.edu/compliance/IRB/default .aspx 

http://www.umresearch.umd.edu/IRB/ 

Missouri University of Science and http://irb.mst.edy/ 
Technology 
17 Polytechnic Institute of New York 
18 Worcester Polytechnic Institute 
19 Boise State University 
Northern Kentucky University 
21 University of North Carolina, 
Wilmington 
22 University of Northern Iowa 
23 Arizona State University 
Polytechnic 
24 	 New Mexico Institute of Mining 
and Technology 
Rochester Institute ofTechnology 
26 Southern Polytechnic State 
University 
27 University of South Florida 
Polytechnic Campus 
28 University of Wisconsin 
29 California Polytechnic State 
University Pomona 
*Not Found 
http://www.wpi.edu/offices/ irb.html 
http://www.boisestate.edu/research/compliance/irb.shtml 
http://www.nku .edu/~researchgc/irb/IRB.php 
http://uncw.edu/orssp/conduct-human.html 
http://www.uni.edu/osp/irb 
http://researchjntegrity.asu.edu/humans 
http://www.nmt.edu/ human-subjects-research 
http://www.rjt.edu/research/hsro/index.php 
http://www.spsu.edu/pandp/604 O.htm 
http://www.research.usf.edu/cs/irb.btm 
*Could not find IRB specifically for their Polytechnic campus. The above link 
is for USF as a whole. 
http://www.uwstout.edu/rs/humansubjects.cfm 
http://www.csupomona.edu/-research/irb/ index.shtml 
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-30 Santa Clara University http://www.scu.edu/provost/research/ Human-Subjects.cfm 
31 Bucknell University http://www.bucknell.edu/x5194.xml 
32 Rose-Hulman Institute of http://www.rose-hulman.edu/research/#POUCIES%20AND%20FOBMS 
Technology * Policies and Forms are PDFs located at the bottom of the web page. 
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